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REMARKS 

in a final Of Ike Action mailed January 5, 2007, the Examiner maintained a rejection of 
Claims 1. and 6- 9 under 35 U.S.C1 § 103. Ap|di<;aits7res|jmttl to the Examiner's ■rejection below. 
in view of the remarks presented herein, Applicants respectfully fewest reconsideration of the 
;nerio: of this application. 

Rejections Under 35 U.B. C. $ 103(a) 

The examiner maintained a rejection of Claims I and 6-9 under 35 U.B.C. § 1 03(a) as 
obvkos in view of the following combination: US Patent' No. 6/295 f l 53 to Qamef; CIS Patent 
No. 5J70J76 to Sweat! & Stolen; and US Patent No. 6,262,795 to Baker si &L The : Examiner 
alleged: thai although Gamer and Sweait & Stolen do not teach adjustnnmt of miet^Mttrors based 
upon a EiMhsmatkal. evaluation of illumination .differences to correct p^^f^nallx-^ti^ an 
area, it would have been obvious to a skilled artisan in view of Baker el at Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

In response. Applicants enclose a Declaration, by Harold R. (Harrier:, Inyentor of fIS: Patent 
Mo, i.295,1 S3 (the 153 patent), hi the Declaration:. Dr. Gamer set Ibrth the differences between 
the; Claimed invention and each of the cited documents. At the outset, one difference' that hears 
particular emphasis is that the pending claims are drawn to methods fi>r donrectipg noprunlloon 
ilkmination at an individual. oiicromitror (s.e., pixel) level.. In contrast none of the cited 
docutnents disclose or suggest this novel and inventive approach, Hie cited documents correct 
.non>-ian:|brm illumi nation at a global level (ie., across the entire array surface) and thus, lack the 
precision of Applicants' method. 

SpecitkaUy. Dr. Gamer provides that his own patent* the '153 patent, discloses a digital 
Optical chemistry instrument that uses digital light processing (DIP), which includes a computer 
controlled micromirror array and .fMdies system, lire purpose behind bis patent was to 
eliminate the previous need for masks in nhntdhthograptne processes, 

I he i xaminer alleged that the '1 S3 patent ieaete the nnrKManee of exposure tune and 
illumination intensity (Coldtnu 7 t lines 46-51 and Column i line 56 to Column % line 9). As Dr, 
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Gamer declares^ fee '153 patent disposes thai one Way to alter exposure time and illumination 
intensity is by using a shutter. A shutter, howwer, does not correct for non-xmikmn illumination 
from individual microminrots. Instead, the shutter only controls light flow to all niicroniin'ors on 
the array. Therefore, fee shutter does noie<S*e&;i>t ^iMiniform light coming torn individual 
mioronnrrors. 

In his Declaration, Dr, Gamer also discusses -Sweat* & Stalest and provides that Sweat! & 
Stqlert discloses turning mieromirrors between -either an "on" or an "off* position* without any 
reference to individual mieromirrors and their relation to one. another. Simply turning 
tmcromttrors "on" aid "off ! does not correct for non-uni form light corning from /Individual 
niieroourror*. 

The Examiner herself* clearly acknowledged feat neither Garner or Sweatt Is- Stulen can 
render the pending elairns obvious* Consequently, she relied on Baker et til to make &primu 
fmk^Wmmmm ease. In Ms Declaration, Dr, Gamer discusses how Baker M al used a ilter, 
and Optionally a honiOgenigers in an attempt to correct non-tntffotra illumination. Baker e/&/, 
adntlited, that these optical elements do not entirely correct nonuniform llluntimdion. 
Column 7, lines 3.5*4$. Further, Baker et at failed to mention mieromirrors, 

Apptirante mbimi '®minm obviotisxi^-ifl^uiry trader 35 ifS.C. | tM* an Examiner 
may not Sioiply pick and clmose i?otft one document only so much of it as will support a given 
position, to the exclusion of other parts necessary to fee full appreciation of what such reference 
fairly suggests to one of ordinary skill in the art. SeeS&mpH 4 L&mb. fee v, Batim- 
HiM&fdmmrve, Inc., 796 F,2d 443 (Fed. Or. If So), As noted above, the Examiner relied 
hea vily on Baker m al to reject fee pending claims. The Examiner alleged that Baker el al. 
teaches a method of quality control thai renders the pending claims obvious. The Examiner then 
alleged thai Column d, lines 1 J -28 of Baker 0<al teaches iS a variety of characteristics* arc 
adjustable In provide the desired illteftjati&ia-iasitjbjttii^; however, she conveniently ignored the 
remainder of fee passage, The |^^g0:b^g^s. : oi[:ik0 -VI m$k "The filtering material , . and 
then pes on to explain feat fee ^arle^ Illodng member and 

include the following: (1 ) the thickness o» of the filtering 
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materia'!, (3) the amount of current, voltage or electric field applied to the filtering member, 
Appheams disagree because aowh^-M--M : p^ag8,4o^ it disclose or contemplate adjusting 
these ehatactetlsties in a mictotnhror, ijkewise, n&v#iere does this passage disclose or 
contemplate adjusting the time that individual mieromirrors are "on* because as noted above. 
Ilakereraf does not use mieromirrors. Applicants submit that Baker et'al is directed toward, 
methods of making and using & filter member in pliotol if hographic systems that, use masks, not 
mieromirrors, as is evident from Baker &t aVs Abstract and Summary. Thus, in ruaking tills 
tejeetiom it is believed that the Examiner lias not considered the whole document, rather merely 
parts thereof that fa vor the position of the Examiner; 

Farther, Applicants submit that one skilled in the art would not consider a filter 
Analogous to a Pticromirror, By its- very nature, a filter has ditlereni optical characteristics than a 
niierophm>r. There is no motivation to look to Baker ei al to solve the problem; af hpmuniidpp 
illumination resulting from- the use of mioromirrecs when Baker et al does not use sueh tmtmm< 
Likewise, Baker e/ al provides no motivation to correct non-uniibrui illunthiatlon at the 
individual mieronnrror level 

Moreover, one skilled in the art would find that Baker et al teaches away from the 
pending claims; Baker [et-al disclosed that "the unitbrnnty in the illumination light intensity ... 
may be Increased" with a filter (emphasis added). See Column 6, lines 14-16. .This is Indirect 
contrast to the instant claim, in which the method is used to decrease illumination intensity of 
certain .miarraokrors to match the iilummation mteusity of Other mieromirrors. Therefore, ode 
skilled in the art would have no reason to use the methods set -forth ia Baker 0 al. to correct tor 
non-tad&nn rUuminaiion resulting from the use of mieromirrors. 

In addition, the Examiner alleged that Colnmn 7 ; line 35 through Column 8, hue 30 of 
Baker et al teaches die claimed methods* However^ this passage is dedicated to a "method for 
fotmirig a filter member illustrated in FIGS. 3 and 4 ,! {emphasis added). Nowhere does this 
passage disclose or couternplaie adjusting the time that, individnal miernmirrors are Vu ' because, 
again. Baker el of tails to disclose mieromirrors. Thus, Applicants question how Baker ei al 
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teaches .adjustment of micromirrors based upon ^.iptfe^a$cdl'' :, evaltia«0n of illumination 
differences to correct nonHmifbpmty ap^\aii ; ar0- wtei it$m§ -miim mkmrnimm? 

Applicants submit that the eoniMnatioH of cited doswments caBROt m\d er th e pending 
claims obvious, an a prima fade case of obviousness for the claimed embodiments was not 
made, in view of these remarks, and the Declaration of Dr. Oamer, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration of this rejection as applied to Claim 1 .and 6-9. A. timely Notice of 
Allowance is solicited in this case, 



Fees 

A petition for a three-month extension of time and a Request for Continuing Bxandnalton 
(RCB) aosoinpany this response so that it will be deemed to have been timely Sled. He other 
e?iteii^ioo. of time is believed due, but should any additional extension be one, in this or any 
sohse^uerrt response;, please consider this to be a petition for the appropriate extension, and a request 
In charge the extension: fee to Deposit Aeeonnt No, i ?»C)055. No additional fees ate believed due; ; 
ho wever;, i f any tees are doe, in this or my subseq uent response, please charge Deposit Account 11- 
0(155, 



Respeetftilly submitted, 
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